Over the last two decades the costs of higher education in the UK have moved increasingly from the state to students (and their parents). As a consequence, an increasing percentage of university students work during the term. Based on a survey of standard-aged, third year students in four universities, this paper identifies the extent and pattern of termtime working, identifies how term-time working affects studying and discusses the implications of term-time working for equity and for the higher education system. Almost half the students worked during the term, averaging 12 hours per week, whilst four percent regularly worked at least 20 hours per week. The study found that working during the term affected the quality of education and almost two-thirds of the students who worked reported difficulty balancing employment and educational demands. Financial pressures increased the probability of working (those whose families' did not provide financial support and those who received donations, most of which were related to hardship were more likely to work term-time). Students whose father did not have a degree (a group who are less likely to go to university) and women (especially women from ethnic minorities) were more likely to work term-time and, hence, benefit less educationally from university.
Introduction
Over the last two decades the costs of higher education have moved increasingly from the state to students (and their parents). The shift in costs has been achieved through the reduction of state maintenance payments (through the erosion of the value of the student grant, reduced access to state benefits to students and the gradual replacement of student grants by loans) and, most recently, through the introduction of fees. The change in funding has increased employment amongst students and by 1998/99, nearly two-thirds of full-time students were estimated to have been employed at some time during the academic year (Callender and Kemp, 2000) .
The extent of increase is difficult to quantify, owing to lack of comparable data over time. Prior to the introduction of student loans, term-time employment was accorded little attention (because, we would suggest, of its rarity). A number of studies in the early 1990s found 25 per cent to 29 per cent of full-time students working term-time (see Ford et al, 1995) . Latest data, for the 1998/99 academic year, suggested the fraction had grown to nearly half (Callender and Kemp, 2000) . It is less clear whether the hours of work have changed, with students working an average of 11 hours per week in the weeks worked in 1998/99 (Callender and Kemp, 2000; see Ford et al, 1995, for earlier data) .
This increase in term-time employment is of major importance because of its potential impact on the nature and effectiveness of higher education and on equality of provision of higher education. Although Paton-Saltzberg and Lindsay (1993) found that term-time working mainly impacted on leisure time and not time devoted to study, term-time working has been linked with lower academic success and increased dropout (Cubie, 1999; Education and Employment Committee 2001a and 2001b; Paton-Saltzberg and Lindsay, 1993; Barke et al, 2000) . Students have reported that paid employment has had a negative effect on their studies, has affected their attendance at lectures and seminars, has affected production of assignments, has reduced time devoted to studying and has increased stress (Paton-Saltzberg and Lindsay, 1993; Ford et al, 1993; Barke et al, 2000; Callender and Kemp, 2000) . Thus, it appears that term-time employment can disadvantage students academically. As only half of students work term-time, this has equity considerations. Moreover, the incidence of term-time working appears to reinforce disadvantage, with students from lower social classes more likely to work (Connor et al, 2001; Callender and Kemp, 2000) . Ford et al (1995) hypothesised that the effect of term-time working depended on the nature of the employment (for example, hours, shift system and overtime working), its relationship to the field of study and course organisation (notably the number of course contact hours expected). However, they found that subject of study and job were rarely related, although Callender and Kemp (2000) found that 10 per cent of full-time students who worked believed working had had beneficial effects due to its relevance to their study (reported by the Education and Employment Committee 2001a, paragraph 47). This paper explores these issues further for standard-aged, full-time students, in order to examine the implications of term-time working for equity and higher education policy. Recent data on the pattern of term-time working is presented. The impact of term-time employment on other activities and the ease with which paid working and education can be integrated, taking into account university demands and job factors (as hypothesised by Ford et al, 1995) , is then examined. Finally, we look at who takes up term-time employment and whom it most disadvantages.
2
The data
The findings are based on a survey of higher education students in their third year. The survey was conducted in Spring 2000 of randomly selected home students (of all ages) in four universities. The universities were selected to typify universities with different funding constraints 2 : old universities with high entry requirements, old universities with relatively low entry requirements, new universities with relatively high entry requirements and new universities with low entry requirements. To preserve anonymity, the universities are referred to as University A, University B, University C and University D, respectively 3 . The survey achieved a response rate of 50 per cent. The data used in this paper relates to standard-age students (aged under 21 at the start of their course), of which there were 782 respondents.
The findings
Employment of 3 rd year students
Three-quarters of the 3 rd year students had worked during the previous year, with almost half working term-time, Table 1 . For most students, term-time hours worked were not high: half of those working usually worked 12 hours or fewer per week and three-quarters worked 16 hours or fewer, Table 2 . Amongst those working term-time, the norm was to work every or most weeks, resulting in 24 per cent of all students working every week and 15 per cent working most weeks, Table 3 . Hours of work during vacations were longer, with fulltime employment the norm. Those who only worked during vacations tended to work slightly longer hours than those working term-time as well, 35 and 33 hours respectively. This was because the overall study is examining wider effects of funding changes on universities.
3 Universities with high entry requirements for their type may also be seen as relatively successful; the old universities with high entry requirements also tend to be seen as high status. Across the four universities, entrance requirements declined as follows: University A, University B, University C, University D. Universities A and B are old universities; Universities C and D are new. On a range of measures, University A would be seen as highest status and University D as lowest status; the relative position of the other two universities is less clear. This may suggest little cause for concern: although paid employment, including termtime employment, is widespread, hours are not long and therefore might be expected to impinge little on education. However, a small percentage of students did work long hours. Four per cent of all students usually worked at least 20 hours per week, whilst 16 per cent sometimes worked 20 hours or more. Previous research has found that extensive term-time working tends to reduce academic achievement (see Introduction). Thus the current extent of term-time working is likely to disadvantage some students and reduce academic achievement.
Also of concern is the finding of substantial differences in student employment between universities. Although a similar proportion of students across the four universities had paid employment (once placements had been taken into account), differences between universities in term-time and vacation only working were striking. the rate of term-time working at University A was about half that of the other three universities (27 per cent of students compared with 53 per cent to 60 per cent) and almost half of University A's students confined their employment to vacations. Regular weekly employment during term-time was almost the norm at University D, where 40 per cent of students worked every week, compared with between 13 and 27 per cent at the other universities. However, the percentage working term-time all or most weeks was fairly similar across Universities B, C and D (44 per cent to 53 per cent), with only University A very different (24 per cent). At the same time, the number of term-time hours worked tended to rise as the status of the university declined.
Thus universities experienced different employment constraints on their students, potentially affecting their academic performance, attendance at lectures etc. Where universities respond to these constraints, this will affect educational provision, for example, the flexibility over tuition provision and the hours facilities are provided. This may have implications for university costs. Where universities do not respond to these constraints, students will find it more difficult to combine paid work and education, potentially disadvantaging those who work term-time. Evidence on this is presented below.
The effects of paid employment
Previous research has indicated that term-time employment is detrimental to academic education (see, for example, Paton-Saltzberg and Lindsay, 1993; Ford et al, 1993; Barke et al, 2000; Callender and Kemp, 2000) . The extent of term-time working at the four universities meant that, overall, 30 per cent of all 3 rd year students experienced difficulties juggling employment and educational demands, Table 4 . Of those who worked term-time, difficulties were experienced by 64 per cent, whilst 78 per cent reported that term-time employment affected time spent studying, Tables 4 and 5. The most common educational impact was on non-specific study time (affecting 71 per cent of those who worked term-time) and on the time spent doing project work or assignments (50 per cent of those who worked term-time). Problems were also apparent in using university facilities, with use of the library, of computer facilities and other facilities curtailed for 39 per cent, 25 per cent and 16 per cent respectively. Lecture and seminar/class/tutorial attendance was less often affected, for 19 per cent and 17 per cent respectively. A further indication of the conflict between paid employment and education was given by the students who had not been employed in the previous year. Over three-quarters (14 per cent of all students) said this was because of the demands of the course. Few, seven per cent (only one per cent of all students) were unable to find a job (or suitable job).
Paid work also affected other activities. We found that term-time working affected social and educational activities equally (unlike Paton-Saltzberg and Lindsay, 1993, who found a greater impact on social activities), reducing the time spent on each for 78 per cent of those working during the term (or 35 per cent of the student body), Table 5 . Half of those working said term-time employment reduced their time sleeping, itself potentially detrimental to studying. Few reported none of these effects.
The impact varied across universities, both in terms of the percentage of the student body affected and in terms of the difficulties encountered by those working. The former is affected by the propensity to work term-time as well as the difficulties and is important because the two, in combination, will affect on the university's academic achievement. The latter may indicate differences in university organisation which affect the ease with which paid work and education may be combined.
The impact on the student body was much less at University A. Only 18 per cent of students encountered difficulties combining term-time employment and studying, compared with about twice this for the other universities. Similarly, only 20 per cent of students at University A reported study time being affected by term-time working, compared with 41 per cent to 45 per cent at the other universities. This difference was mainly due to the much lower levels of term-time working at University A, although this was compounded by a slightly lower effect of term-time working on those who were working at University A, perhaps due to the slightly shorter hours which tended to be worked at this university. This suggests that some universities may be at an advantage due to low term-time working amongst their students.
For those working term-time, problems were greatest at University B, where both more students encountered difficulties (67 per cent, compared with 41 per cent to 47 per cent elsewhere) and the degree of difficulty was greater (with 33 per cent reporting great difficulty, compared with 20 per cent to 24 per cent elsewhere). On the other hand, the percentage of students reporting that term-time working reduced time studying was highest at University C, but only slightly fewer at University B. Students at University A were less likely to report an effect on studying than at other universities.
We had expected the degree of difficulty in combining term-time paid work and education would rise as the percentage of students working fell: we had thought that universities with high levels of students working would adjust their provision accordingly. The cross tabular analysis did not support this hypothesis. As this may have been due, not to the lack of university effects, but to the different pattern of term-time work across the universities, this was examined further using multi-variate analysis to identify the separate effects of university factors, work patterns and personal characteristics. We also analysed students' own views of the effect of work patterns on ease of combining term-time work and study. Ford et al (1993) hypothesised that the nature of the work and of the course influenced the effects of term-time working on education. Certainly, students attributed the ease with which they could fit education with term-time employment to the number of hours worked and their timing. Just over half of students who worked during the term found the timing of their employment created difficulties and just under half found the number of hours problematic, Table 6 . Conversely, 28 per cent found the timing of their hours made it easy to juggle paid work and 32 per cent the number of hours made it easy. The varied effect of timing would be due to, for example, whether employment clashed with lectures and seminars, library opening times and so forth. However, whether the reason for ease or difficulty were reported as hours or timing, difficulties may have largely stemmed from hours. The average standard hours of those who found juggling employment and educational demands easy were 10 compared to 14 to 15 for those who had difficulties, whilst average maximum hours were 15 compared with 20 for those with difficulties. Thus those finding addressing both employment and educational demands easy tended to work fewer hours. Whether there were a 'university' effect, once term-time working patterns were taken into account, was tested using logistic regression. In respect of work patterns, we hypothesised that higher hours would increase difficulties and that regularity of work might affect ease (for example, through allowing better planning or enabling greater control over working times. hours of work), although the direction of effect was unknown. In respect of the university effect (whether organisation of courses affected ease of combining education and employment), a university dummy was used because we did not have details of university provision in respect of each student. A number of personal characteristics were also included in the regression because the ease of finding an appropriate job may vary with characteristics (social class, age ethnicity, gender and disability). Independent variables are listed in the Appendix. The dependent variable was whether a student experienced difficulty or not combining term-time working and education.
A typical male student (i.e. starting their course aged 18, white, not disabled, from a SOC 1 family) at University D, had a 40 per cent chance of encountering problems if they worked median hours (12 per week) and did not work every or nearly every week. However, this rose to about 58 per cent for a similar student at any of the other three universities. Hours, too, had a large effect on the likelihood of encountering problems: the likelihood of problems for the same, typical male student, working 17 hours per week (i.e. five hours above the median) rose to 49 per cent. Regularity of work had no significant effect. Thus, along with hours, the university appears to have a strong effect on students' ability to cope with educational demands in the face of employment. The lesser problems of employed students at University D suggests some support for the hypothesis that provision is more employment-friendly in universities with high levels of term-time working. However, the lack of difference between the other universities suggests that, if this is the case, it is not linear. White women were also significantly more likely to encounter problems. This deserves more exploration: possible explanations might be a greater tendency to report difficulties, employment in jobs with less control over working hours and less assertiveness in dealing with conflicts. The probability of having difficulties combining term-time employment and education is based on a white, male student at University D, who: entered university aged 18, had 20 A level points, was not disabled, received financial support from their family, but not from independent sources, had debt, from a managerial or administrative family. If this person worked term-time irregularly for an average of 12 hours per week, they had a 40 per cent probability of encountering problems. The remaining figures show the probability as each of these characteristics change. Thus a female with otherwise identical characteristics, had a 61 per cent probability of encountering difficulties.
Who works
The above findings suggest that students who take paid term-time employment are disadvantaged educationally and that this disadvantage may be greater at universities where term-time working is less common. Whether this leads to iniquity within the higher education system, depends on which students are employed. If those already disadvantaged within higher education (e.g. working class students and ethnic minorities, see Metcalf, 1993 ) have a greater propensity to work, term-time working will widen the iniquities within higher education; if term-time working is more prevalent amongst advantaged groups, then disadvantage will diminish.
Students' decision to work will be influenced by a range of factors. Driving students into term-time employment will be financial need: the less money a student has or the greater their consumption, the more likely they will be to work. The value placed on education (both in itself and as an influence on future earnings) may also affect willingness to sacrifice educational time for working. This in turn may be influenced by cultural attitudes towards working, towards higher education and towards combining the two. Similarly, the value placed on other, leisure, time will have an effect. Finally, employment opportunities will have some effect, although only one percent of students were not working because they were unable to find a job (or suitable job).
The relationship between paid work, financial need and characteristics which may be linked to differences in cultural attitudes was explored further using multivariate analysis. As predictors, the resource side only of financial need was explored and was proxied by sources of income, the value of the student loan entitlement and whether father were a graduate 4 . Cultural factors could not be measured directly, but parental experience of higher education (measured by father being a graduate) might be expected to affect the value placed on higher education. Other factors considered included 'A' level points score, ethnicity, gender and disability. Students' orientation towards education was considered: the extent to which improving employment opportunities was the driving force for going into higher education and the influence of social factors on choice of university. A strong employment orientation might be expected to militate against term-time working, as term-time working would detract from success in the course. A strong leisure orientation might also be expected to militate against employment. Independent variables are listed in the Appendix. Whether the student worked term-time or not was the dependent variable.
The model found both financial and attitudinal factors to influence term-time working, Table 8 . Not surprisingly, those who did not receive financial support from their family were more likely to work term-time. Another indication of financial pressure leading to term-time working was the high probability of term-time working amongst those receiving independent donations. Such donations were tended to proxy financial need, as most were in the form of hardship funds, access funds and similar. As SOC had little influence (see previous footnote), but parental experience of higher education (measured by fathers' experience) did, we must conclude that the latter was indicative of a negative attitude towards term-time working, rather than being solely a proxy for financial resources. More highly qualified students were less likely to allow employment to interfere with academic life through working during the term, although so were those with qualifications other than 'A' levels. Similarly, those who were strongly motivated by employment factors in their decision to enter higher education, were less likely to allow term-time employment to detract from their longer term job aims. However, a strong orientation towards leisure and social activities did not seem to affect term-time employment: perhaps because of a tension between sacrificing leisure time for employment, but employment financing leisure activities. Women, and, particularly ethnic minority women, were more likely to have term-time jobs.
These results suggest that term-time working does, to some extent reinforce disadvantage. Compared with a typical male student (for a description of characteristics, see Table 8 ) with a 44 per cent probability of working term-time, women, and, particularly, ethnic minority women working were much more likely to work term-time (65 per cent for white women and 75 per cent for ethnic minority women), those whose father had a degree were much less likely to work term-time (29 per cent) and those without family support much more likely work term-time (55 per cent), whilst term-time working increased as A Level score decreased. The exception to this pattern were lower probabilities of term-time working amongst those without A level qualifications (29 per cent). Disabled students were about half as likely to work term-time (19 per cent). Whilst this might prevent employment impacting on study, this may be less a matter of choice and more a lack of being able to gain suitable employment. -0.0003 44 *** significant at 1 per cent ** significant at 5 per cent * significant at 10 per cent a The probability of term-time working is based on a white, male student at University D, who: entered university aged 18, had 20 A level points, was not disabled, was strongly driven by improved employment prospects to go to higher education and social/leisure factors were not a very important consideration in choosing their university, received financial support from their family, but not from independent sources, had debt and whose father was not a graduate. This person had 44 per cent probability of working term-time. The remaining figures show the probability as each of these characteristics change. Thus someone with identical characteristics, but with a graduate father, had a 27 per cent probability of being employed.
Discussion
Changes in higher education funding policy have led to a growth in term-time working. Whilst these policy changes were aimed at allocating the costs of higher education more closely to beneficiaries, the consequences include a reduction in the quality of higher education, as students sacrifice study time for employment, and an increase in disparities in higher education.
The study clearly showed a link between financial pressure and term-time employment. Students whose families did not provide financial support and those who received 'independent donations' (most of which are related to hardship) were more likely to work term-time. The likelihood of the family providing financial support declined consistently with family's occupational group (from 83 percent for managerial and administrative workers to 47 percent for plant and machine operatives), whilst the likelihood of receiving 'independent donations' rose inversely with occupation (from 17 percent for managerial and administrative workers to 36 percent for manual workers).
Of major importance was our finding of a strong link between term-time employment and father having a degree. Participation in higher education is strongly linked to parental education (Robertson and Hillman, 1997; Burnhill, 1990; Jesson and Gray, 1990) , itself linked to class and income. Thus, not only are students from non-higher education families less likely to enter higher education, but, once there, they are more likely to be employed during the term-time and thus to benefit less from the education provided. This might be ameliorated through adapting higher education provision to be more employment-friendly. Such adaptations should be designed to offer equal access to education, albeit, possibly, in different forms, and not to excuse students from equal participation. For example, multiple scheduling of classes, recording of lectures and classes, extended opening hours for all educational facilities, flexibility over tutor contacts and deadlines could enable equal access, whereas reduced requirements (for example, of attendance at classes) without reduced expectations of achievement would ease the burden on employed students, but not address the detrimental effect on their education.
However, such an approach to tackling the problem could create its own problems of equity. Universities are likely to develop such policies in response to pressure. Pressure will be greater the more students who work term-time. (Not only might pressure come directly from students and lecturers, but also from concern about league tables of academic success.) This sets up a vicious circle: those that expect to work will be more likely to go to the universities which facilitate term-time working, thus reinforcing the need for such policies in only some universities. Those that, nevertheless, go to universities without appropriate policies, will be less successful. This might not matter, if it were not the higher status universities which will be under the least pressure in this respect: participation across universities is strongly influenced by class. Given the link between class and father having a degree, it is amongst the new universities that policies are more likely to be developed. Moreover, students who need to work term-time will be faced with a more constrained choice of university: either to go to lower status universities which ease the combination of termtime working and education or to the higher status ones and be disadvantaged by the conflict. Thus the need to accommodate term-time working will reinforce a class divide within higher education.
This approach assumes that the conflict between term-time employment and education is resolvable through organisational change: that term-time working need not reduce academic achievement. Whether this is the case is unclear. It would seem reasonable to suppose this for short weekly hours, but less reasonable for those who need to work long hours. Ford et al (1955) raised the idea of a second approach, of regulating the employment of students, and give an example of 'informal regulation': a student union employment bureau which would only advertise jobs with a given minimum level of pay. Without much greater understanding about why the pattern of student employment is as it is, it is difficult to see how student employment might be successfully regulated. Restricting hours or restricting the nature of the employment may result in unemployment or inadequate earnings for some students. Earmarking better paid jobs for students, if successful, may have implications for the employment of non-students. Further research into student employment would be useful. The minimum wage should have had a positive effect, although the effectiveness has been reduced by having a lower rate for under 22 year olds. It would be useful to know that all students received the minimum and, if not, steps to enforce the rate would be helpful.
An alternative approach is to reduce the need for and financial benefit from term-time working. One approach is to alter the system of funding and recovery of money to one in which there was little incentive to work term-time. For example, a grant system which was 'repaid' through a graduate tax (i.e. a system where students have adequate funds to maintain themselves without working term-time and where however much they earn as a student does not affect their future payments).
Finally, in a higher education environment of league tables, our findings suggests that the increase in term-time working will exacerbate differences in academic achievement between universities: a university with 27 per cent of its students working term-time is in a different position from one with 60 per cent, especially where the hours worked are higher in the latter. Universities with high term-time working will, ceteris paribus, have lower student academic achievement. The interpretation will be of a poorer quality university.
